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What Price UN: In the past 48 hours, Capitol Hill for ‘the first timé ; 
the United Nations can interfere in a matter vital to our security and rig "3 on our own deinen 


While the Guatemalan revolt against a pro-Communist government flared last Sunday, the. UN 


Security Council meeting in the city of New York took up the business and enabled the Soviet Union 
to do two things: 


(1) Russia vetoed a proposal to refer the Guatemalan matter to the Organization of American 
States, the body that best represents the 21 republics of North and South America. This group. was 
expected to move together to prevent creation of a real Soviet satellite in this hemisphere. Anyway, 
it’s a regional body that could better handle the Guatemalan problem than the global UN. 


(2) The Security Council called for cessation of hostilities in the banana republic and the with- 
holding of aid to either side by UN members. The U.S. delegate, former Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, 
joined in this resolution. 


Now every American — save the internationalist intellectuals — will agree that we have an 
interest in the rebels ousting the pro-Communist Guatemalans. Therefore the UN resolution runs 
counter to our sentiments and national interest. 


Reaction on Capitol Hill, we find, is rising against the UN action. Representative Lawrence Smith 
(Wisconsin), high member of the Foreign Relations Committee of the House told us: “It goes to 
show how we are hamstrung in the UN when we try to preserve peace in the hemisphere, and by Mos- 
cow, although Russia is thousands of miles away. We have a paramount interest in what goes on in 
Guatemala. The whole matter should vividly bring home to Americans what the UN can do to our 
national security in a case right on our very threshold.” 


Not Merely Gossip: Along diplomatic row, many believe the numerous rumors that Secretary of 
State Dulles will soon resign and be replaced by Governor Dewey. Dulles, it is said, is disgusted 
because the White House has thrown cold water publicly on his plan for intervention in Indo-China 
— after he “went way out on the end of the limb” for it. Whether such a shift involving Dewey is 
certain or not, observers believe that “something is afoot,” along this line, in high quarters. 


@ The sudden collapse of the “Joe Must Go” movement to recall Sen. McCarthy in Wisconsin 
(headed by the small town Editor Gere) turns out to be more than a debacle — it’s a literal rout. 
Editor Gore skipped across the state ‘iné’ into Illinois, and Wisconsin state authorities claim that 
the number of signers to Gore’s recall petition actually amounted to less than 50,000 instead of the 
350,000 claimed. 


@ Highly placed Republicans in New Jersey have started a movement to get Clifford P. Case 
out as the GOP’s candidate for the U.S. Senate. This is, in part, the result of the Hoffman scandal. 
But it is substantially — as observers tell us — because of the opposition within the party to Case’s 
“liberal” record. Case has been endorsed by the socialistic ADA. The Newark Star-Ledger on June 20 
said that “many from the conservative wing of the party will work actively against Case in his cam- 
paign.” It is believed that about 50,000 conservative Republicans in New Jersey will vote against 
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Case. This situation sparked the movement to get another GOP candidate to run in his place. Wash- 
ington cocks its ear at this and notes also that this kind of movement is not confined to New Jersey. 
It is reported that a similar development is under way in Pennsylvania’s 6th District among conservatives 
there to vote against “liberal” Hugh Scott, incumbent Representative. 


Maryland: LicutensfiftGeneral P. A. del Valle, USMC (Ret.) who is running for the Republican 
gubernatorial nomination in the “Free State” against the “liberal” incumbent Gov. T. R. McKeldin 
has some striking proposals in regard to civil defense. He believes that the idea of evacuating large 
cities on short notice is hopelessly impractical, and would lead to chaos. He cites his own experiences 
on the time required to move organized military formations to support his argument. He offered other 
projects, advocating a state law to outlaw the Communist Party in Maryland. He promises, if elected, 
to explore the legality of banning all Communist ships from Baltimore harbor in order to preclude the 
dropping of atomic time bombs by such ships. 

Gen. del Valle, as a conservative, has been accorded the expected blackout by the dominant, 
“liberal” Sunpapers of Baltimore, but has campaigned over radio station WCBM, Baltimore. 


For Free Enterprise: President Eisenhower’s directive to the AEC to negotiate a contract with a 


private utility group to supply power to the Tennessee Valley Authority has incensed left-wingers. To 


them TVA is the sacred symbol of the socialism to be in America and TVA should produce all the 
power needed in its region. 


Representative Chet Holifield (D., Cal.) expressing left wing tactics, objected that the privately 
built plant would cost the government “at least $90,000,000 more than the cost of equivalent power” 
produced by TVA. Private power experts immediately pointed out the errors in the Congressman’s claim. 


TVA’s cheaper power rates are phony because TVA avoids an overwhelming part of the tax burden 
(Federal, state and local) that private utilities have to shoulder and avoids paying any reasonable 
return on the hundreds of millions it has obtained from taxpayers of the nation. Thus cheap TVA 
power rates have been possible only by forcing taxpayers in all the states to pay more in taxes than 
they would have had to pay if TVA had been operated on a sound business basis — furnishing TVA 
its capital for free and making up for the taxes which TVA should have paid but didn’t. 


Recently the Arkansas Light and Power Company studied TVA rates. Last year TVA reported a 
profit of $19,000,000 on its power business. The study shows that if TVA had been taxed on the same 
basis as five private utilities operating in Tennessee, if it had provided for a forty year amortization 
of taxpayer’s capital, and had paid even a minimum government rate of 3% (private companies pay 
6%) on its admitted power investment, instead of making a sound profit of $19,000,000 it would have 
actually lost over $91,000,000. But this is a loss covered up by hate taxes and paying nothing on 
its huge capital investment. 

A generation of hydroelectric power by TVA has now reached its maximum possible development. 
Further power expansion in the Tennessee Valley must come from steam plants. TVA socialists want 


the Authority to build them. Free enterprise advocates feel it is time to call a halt on the mirage of’ 


cheap TVA power — that private interests should not only build all steam plants in the future but that 
TVA rates should be upped to make TVA pay its fair share of taxes and at least a low cimeianuen rate 
on its power investment. 


Congressman Holifield is right — the electricity produced by a privately built plant will cost 
more. But four overriding advantages justify the higher cost: (1) the private plant (costing over 
$100,000,000) will not cost taxpayers a dime; (2) the private plant will contribute each year a very 
sizable sum in taxes; (3) the higher rates will be paid for by the actual users of the electricity (as 
it should be) — rather than cheaper TVA rates subsidized by taxpayers in 48 states; and (4) a definite 
curbing of TVA’s deceptive economic structure will be established — pointing the way to its ultimate 
complete elimination. 
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Panama Canal: The recent disastrous slide at the Panama Canal emphasizes the dangers of too much 
military bureaucracy. For a number of years the Governor of this vital area has been a military figure 
—usually a General from the Army Engineers. The astounding fact is that as far back as 1938 cracks 
were observed in the facings to the Canal and experts then predicted that unless they were taken care 
of a slide was practically certain. A decade later General J. C. Mehaffey of the Army Engineers then 
serving as Governor of the Panama Canal Zone made one of the few reports on the Canal. His report 
made no mention of those dangerous cracks which today have materialized in a landslide so critical 
that some experts fear it may yet block the whole canal. Thus for some seventeen years a military bureau- 


cracy in the Canal Zone has apparently done nothing to avert this disaster which was warned against 
as far back as 1938. 


During this period another example of inefficiency occurred which has been too little known. Under 
the administration of Major General Glenn E. Edgerton, the “third locks” project was started. This 
project had been drawn up under the preceding administration in which General Edgerton was, in effect, 
chief assistant to the Governor. After scooping out a tremendous cut the project was finally suspended 
after some seventy-five millions had been poured out. This uncompleted project is derisively referred 
to as the “third locks blunder.” Back of it was an ambitious plan to convert the Canal into a “sea- 
going waterway.” The ultimate cost of doing this would run into many billions. For several years Con- 
gressman Thomas Martin (R., Iowa) has sponsored a bill which if passed would probably result in 
making the existing Canal thoroughly efficient at a cost of less than $750,000,000 — but business 
interests with their eyes on the lush contracts that would result from a sea level canal are still striving 
to put over this big boondoggle on the taxpayer. 


Major General Edgerton is now serving as Managing Director of the Export-Import Bank. 


More On The UN: An article on the United Nations by the noted international lawyer, Dr. R. J. C. 
Dorsey, which appeared recently in Stars and Stripes, focuses attention on several UN developments 
which may be classified as “startling.” Dorsey points out that there is now before the UN Assembly 
a plan called SUNFED (Special United Nations Fund for Economic Development). The plan was 
evolved by a committee of nine appointed by the Secretary-General of the UN. 


The proposed organization is to provide still more money for backward areas of the world. It would 
derive its capital from each nation “according to its ability to pay, but would give to each nation ac- 
cording to its need.” This formula is taken directly from the writings of Karl Marx and is embedded 
in the Soviet Constitution. The U.S., says Dorsey, would naturally pay the largest amount. The fund 
eed cic, tats vlige hl cevnta AY ech yuma clare adi dniclunaas 

Collateral to the above plan to wheedle more money from American taxpayers is a proposal that 
each member nation of the UN impose a postal tax to raise a total of at least three millions each year. 
This money is to be raised through a surcharge of 10% or 20% on each stamp sold in all countries 
during a certain part of each year. 


Dr. Dorsey emphasizes the great danger of the stamp program — a “get-the-camel’s-nose-in-the-tent” 
maneuver. If adopted, it would serve as an entering wedge to permit the UN to raise revenue by directly 
taxing the American people — an idea which Dorsey declares is one of the fondest ambitions of the 
UN planners. 

The warning of this noted lawyer is that the U.S. should get out of the UN. By staying in the UN, 
he says, the nation can only expect to be the objective of persistent plots to make us divide up our 
wealth with the world and eventually abdicate our sovereignty to the internationalist exploiters. 


Hands Off Investigations: The attempt by the Executive to muzzle congressional probes by with- 
holding files looms more important week by week (See HUMAN EVENTS, “The Big Issue,” June 2, 








and “Toward Despotism” by Willis J.. Ballinger, June 9). Very illuminating in considering this issue 
is what Wiftiam Chamberlain writes to. the Commercial ‘and Financial Chronicle on March 25, 1954, 
Chamberlain, a constitutional lawyer, writes that the “continuing constitutional duties of Congress . , , 
demand: that it keep itself fully informed respecting the conduct and practices of the. agencies it has 
created and for the continued existence of which it alone is responsible. That duty it owes to the 
people who must live under these agencies and submit to their dictates and decisions. It has neither 
the constitutional nor moral right of abdication nor neglect in its performance. Once Congress abdicates 
this power or is negligent in its exercise we may expect our rights and liberties to be swiftly shom 
from us. The history of mankind makes it clear that it is not by elective parliaments that human 
liberty is destroyed but by ambitious executives and bureaucrats who either overthrow the parliaments 
by force or win their supine subservience by corruption or guile.” 


Lewis: Millions of listeners last week rejoiced to hear that Fulton Lewis, Jr., “crusading conservative 
of the air,” won a great victory when a Maryland court dismissed criminal libel indictments against him. 
The litigation arose as a result of Lewis’ exposure of a gambling and vice ring which operated literally 
in his own back yard (Lewis lives in Maryland). Only those familiar with the grinding pace of a daily 
news commentator can understand the sacrifice he made in turning from his interpretation of national 
affairs to the crying need of purging his own community of vice and crime. This Lewis saga — although 
it may not interest many of his listeners in distant parts of the country — will stand out, among all 
those who cherish a free press, as an outstanding achievement in journalistic courage and determination. 


Between Covers: Smart political observers know full well that whatever the tides of battle in the 
McCarthy hearings, whatever the verdict on the fabulous “altered photo” of Stevens and Schine, what- 
ever the decision on “improper influence” for an officer’s commission — the stark fact is that the 
Muscovite Fifth Column in America has been and is all out to “get” McCarthy and is utilizing the 
most deceptive tools to accomplish such a job. No writer has performed a better task in interpreting 
the confusing details of the affair in terms of this basic reality than Joseph Z. Kornfeder in a brand 
new pamphlet entitled “Brainwashing and Senator McCarthy” (published by The Alliance, Inc., 
400 E. 9th St., New York 9, N. Y., price 1-to-10 copies, $.25). 


Kornfeder, who has appeared often before congressional committees as an expert on subversives, 
was once described by Ben Gitlow as the “American Communist who knows Stalin better than any other.” 
Trained in the twenties in Moscow in its Marxist and Comintern schools, Kornfeder went through a 
period of disillusionment with Communism and for many years has been a full-fledged anti-Communist. 
But in Moscow and over many subsequent years of study, the author acquired a minute knowledge of 
the machinery which the Kremlin uses in Western democratic countries to divide and confuse the people. 
How this machinery began to work when McCarthy first appeared in 1950 and the manner in which 
Moscow’s agents here took advantage of the “contradictions of capitalist society” (to use Lenin’s 
phrase) transforms, for the reader, the unending phantasmagoria of TV into a clear, understandable 
story of master intrigue and psychological warfare, Russian version. Kornfeder’s delineation of the 
role of press and radio is devastating. “I can predict,” he says, “that if a thorough investigation is 
ever made of the news field, either by the FCC or Congress, there will be many red faces among the 
owners and managers of these enterprises.” 


Tracing the poison from its center in the Communist Party, then through the “fellow travellers,” 
then “liberals,” then innocent dupes, in press and radio, the author concludes: “No one can be in 
any doubt where the smear ‘orchestration’ against McCarthy came from.” 
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THE BLACKBIRD OF DISASTER 
By Wi us J. BALLINGER 


1uman N™ THAT Sir Winston Churchill is again officially on our shores there is a side to 

his glamorous career that might well be examined. If, as someone has remarked, 
there is no such thing as a cheap politician, there are able scholars and observers — both 
here and in England — who are certain that he will go down in history as one of the 


‘vative 

t him. most costly politicians of all time. 

erally Actually there have been two Churchills on the public stage and the captivating 
= popular talents of the one have obscured and kept too long in the shadows the failure 


hough and menace of the other. One is Churchill the supreme orator, polished man of letters, 


ng all f wunexcelled raconteur, delightful epigrammist — the colorful figure with his inevitable 
ation. black cigars, masterful platform presence and magnetic vitality. The other is Churchill, 
me the politician whose decisions have been so monotonously calamitous as to pin on him 
what | the sobriquet — “the blackbird of disaster.” 

t the Although Churchill once exclaimed that he was not put in office to preside’ over the 


ig, the liquidation of the British Empire, those who have been keeping track of the political 


retin, . . ; A 
: Churchill are certain that no one has done more to promote that end, and that his con- 


brand 

Inc, sistent genius for political blundering has been the decisive factor in reducing England 
to a second-rate power with an even more dubious future. These critics are also per- 

‘sives, suaded that no foreigner has ever exerted a more baneful influence on the fortunes of 

see the American people. 

l a 

mt 1. The first major and costly step in the decline of England was her participation 


ge of in the European war of 1914. Churchill, a member of the British Cabinet which took 


eo England into that war, was all for it. He regarded Germany as a dangerous military 
WNC. 
enin’s ] } . 
debi acing civilization. Top historians have long established that the European conflagration of 


and commercial competitor of his country — a monster, therefore, to be crushed as men- 


f the 1914 was not the unique responsibility of the Kaiser, by any means. They place German 
Pam responsibility for the outbreak secondary to Russian mobilization incited by French in- 


th ‘ 7 : 
a trigue. The French wanted to recover through war with Germany the provinces of 
- Alsace and Lorraine while the Russian land-grabbers wanted Constantinople — an age- 
be in old objective of Russian foreign policy. Revisionist scholars contend that England could 


have prevented war by putting pressure on both France and Russia. 
But she sat by until Russian mobilization had forced Germany to strike in self- 


defense. Then she rushed into the war on the trumped-up emotional plea that she had 
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an obligation to defend Belgian neutrality — a plea that has since been conclusively 
exploded. Did not England during the war force King Constantine of Greece from his 
throne for insisting on the neutrality of his country? But the British pretense fooled a 
lot of Americans into believing that England’s motive for going to war was idealistic 
and selfless. 

Publication of the secret treaties of the Allies revealed their scarcely idealistic in- 
centive for the conflict — territorial aggrandizement (an old story in European politics), 
England received as her share of the loot an area of some one million square miles — 
about one-third the size of the United States. Now Churchill was a fervent believer in 
that school of British patriotism which regarded territorial aggrandizement, by whatever 
means, as the hallmark of British growth and greatness. His father before him had 
declared in Parliament that British acquisition of India “more than all our Colonial 
dominions has raised in power, in resources, in wealth and in authority this small island 
home of ours far above the level of the majority of nations — has placed it on an equality 


with — perhaps even in a position of superiority — over every other Empire either of 
ancient or modern times.” 


_ Wor_p War I blew to bits an established liberal-conservative order in Europe — 
one that had made astonishing progress along sound lines of moderation and prag: 
matism. Today, that seems nostalgically a sane world when ‘red was only a color and 
Hiss was only a sound.” World War I gave Communism its opportunity in Russia and 
unleashed destructive forces of totalitarianism everywhere in the old world. But striking 
England at the very heart of her national vitality was the burial of more than a million 
British soldiers — the flower of her youth — in Flanders’ fields. From this staggering 
biological blow England, even under the best circumstances, needed a long convalescence. 

2. World War II shattered the once powerful world influence of England. After 
that conflict, the English had to part with India, and give up their influence in Afghan- 
istan, and their economic power in China. Their oil was in danger in Iran, their per- 
suasive guidance in Arabic countries was greatly diminished and the ultimate loss of the 
Suez Canal loomed. Many may hail the disintegration of the British Empire, but one must 
observe that its collapse opened wide the door for Russian imperialism, a far more terrible 
imperialism, Sadly stripped of her former global influence England emerged from the war 
with many markets permanently lost, a lower domestic standard of living — and, worse 
yet, under the shadow of a colossal Russia toward whom she has had to increasingly bend 
the knee. These catastrophic consequences of World War II on England can be charged 
directly to Churchill, say his critics. 

After Churchill became Prime Minister, Hitler and Stalin collided in 1941. England 
could have gotten out of the war in that year with very favorable terms from Hitler (as 
the Hess mission proved) and let the totalitarian powers battle themselves to exhaustion. 
But Churchill refused. Why was he so bent on war? Professor Charles Tansill, the 
eminent American historian, offers one explanation. While he was still a minister in 
the Chamberlain Cabinet (1939-41) after England had entered the war, the gist of one 
of his numerous cablegrams to Roosevelt was “Should I become Prime Minister of Britain, 
you and I could control the world.” 




























































British Captain Grenfell, in his masterful work Unconditional Hatred, says that 
Churchill believed Germany to be the ‘world’s pest” — that if Germany “could be 
crushed and kept crushed” the world would at once become peaceful and remain so. 
Grenfell shows the falsity and tragedy of this myth which had enslaved Churchill’s 
mind — and points out that Churchill’s thesis was promptly disproven when Germany 
c in- | was defeated and the Russian bear stood up on his hind legs with bared teeth. 


ics), 3. During the war Churchill’s critics charge that he retrogressed from just a blun- 
” ~ ff dering politician into virtually a political Mephistopheles “whose conscience ceased to be 
“f iN | his guide and became his accomplice.” 

teve | 

a England had gone to war with Hitler in 1939 because of two solemn pledges to 
ynial Protect Poland’s pre-war boundaries. But, at Teheran and Yalta, Churchill took the 


lel initiative in sanctioning Russian acquisition of one-half Polish territory and allowed the 
} 
rest to fall under Russian control through a puppet government. 


r of Tt PotspaMm, Churchill approved extension of the boundaries of this puppet Poland 
— an act which uprooted some 14 million persons of German ethnic origin from land 

they had occupied for centuries and confiscated their property, a decision denounced by 

pe — | historian William Henry Chamberlin as ‘‘one of the most barbarous acts of history.” 
rag- § Some two million people are estimated to have perished in this vast territorial surgery 


and § — either murdered by the Russians or dead of hunger, cold and starvation. 
= At Yalta, the use of slave labor of German war prisoners was sanctioned — a re- 
28 | version to one of the most savage practices of antiquity. Churchill was, of course, at 
llion Yalta, and teday hundreds of thousands of German war prisoners are pitiful slaves 
Ting | in Russia. 
nce, : poe pass: be ; be 3th crt 
\fter At Teheran, Churchill took the initiative in betraying General Mihailovich, the 
me anti-Communist pro-West leader, and Yugoslavia to the Moscow-trained Tito. After the 
rail war Tito announced a break with the Kremlin and (with liberal handouts from our 


. the Treasury) professes to be an ally of the free world. Astute observers, however, ques- 
tion the genuineness of his break with Stalin and whether he would really fight Russia. 


rible At Quebec, as John T. Flynn puts it, “the Morgenthau plan to ruin Germany after 
war | the war which had been prepared by a Communist agent in our government (Harry 
corse | Dexter White) was forced on Churchill with a bribe of six and one-half.billion dollars 
send — Of post-war aid to England.” A part of this plan, subsequently carried out, called for 
rged § 2 division of Germany in accordance with Russian plans. In agreeing to a division of 

Germany, Churchill — by this one act alone — may have sealed the doom of Western 
land Europe and his own country. Without German legions, NATO is hopeless. 





"(as But today German leaders fed up with French rebuffs to their offer to rearm, 
tion. indignant over French intentions to retain the Saar region (German for centuries) and, 
the seeing little hope of reunion with their kin in Eastern Germany are beginning to look 
to Russia for achieving this end. And Russia’s opportunity is there. By permitting West 
and East Germany to reunite, scaring off the French in the Saar, Russia could afford to 
treat Germany decently in return for all-out German industrial cooperation to raise 
standards of living in Russia (her most pressing problem). Backed by German military 
































power and German technical proficiency the Kremlin could insure its domination of 
Western Europe — a domination which England could not withstand. 


AS CHURCHILL FORCED to do what he did at Teheran, Quebec, Yalta and Pots. 
; dam? In betraying Poland and Yugoslavia Churchill himself took the initiative, 
At Quebec he took a “bribe” for sanctioning the partition of Germany. 
Did the Russians scare him into what he did by threatening a separate peace with # Th 
Germany? Such a peace was highly unfeasible. But the Russian threat could have been f —' 
easily turned back on the Russians — because Germany would have been happy to sur. 


render to the British, to deliver up Hitler and his Nazis without hesitation and at a time i 

_ (says the British historian Grenfell) when German troops could have kept the Reds out J gin 
Of. East Germany and other vital areas. But Churchill by subscribing to Roosevelt’s 

“unconditional surrender’ formula, tied his own hands. ' of 

Was Churchill intimidated by Roosevelt into fattening up the Kremlin? If he was, we 


orie would expect him to say so honestly in his memoirs. But in his memoirs he says of } Yo 
"Roosevelt: “I conceived an admiration for him as a statesman, as a man of affairs and 

as a war leader. I felt the utmost confidence in his upright character and outlook, his | 

love for his own country and his respect for its Constitution.” (Our italics.) 


4, Since 1952, when he returned to power in England, his critics say Churchill } lit 
has progressively emerged as ‘“‘water boy” for the Kremlin. His government continued | * 
its recognition of Red China, permitted British merchants to trade vigorously with our 
enemy in the Korean war, championed admission of Red China to the UN, forced us to 
accept armistice terms in Korea practically dictated by the Reds, and thereafter, as spokes | m 
man for his administration declared England’s intention of trading as much as possible he 
with all Communist countries and urged that we end our trade embargo with Com- 
munist countries. 

Only last year the aging Winston said that the United States should think up fo 
more agreeable things to do for the Soviets. He also declared that he believed Russian ( 
satellite states were indispensable to the military security of Russia — a judgment of doom 
for their enslaved peoples which Senator Taft attacked before he died. And now, recently 
at the Primrose Club in London, Churchill intoned: “Britain wants the USSR (Russia) tc 
to play a proud and splendid role in guiding humanity.” ; 

Sir Winston has paid us a visit with the frightening purpose of advising Eisenhower 
on how best to tie Downing Street and the White House still closer together. . Scholars who 
have contemplated the above records of the political Churchill — the “blackbird of dis- 
aster” — are wondering if he will live just long enough to drag us down in ruin as he 
has his own people through his formidable talent for political blundering. 
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